Introduction
Globally, governments at all levels continue to support and/or stage events, citing the multitude of benefits that can be derived from staging events. In the process, large amounts of public funds are directed towards meeting the objectives of private event organizations. Not surprisingly, many governments have been criticized for their involvement 388 WHITFORD, PHI, AND DREDGE and financial/economic indicators proposed (see Griffin, 2009; Harris, 2005; Yaghmour, 2008 ). Yet little to no research has been undertaken focusing on the governance dimension. As a result of a lack of literature in this area, we have had to build up a theoretical base in the knowledge that this work will be applied in the future. Therefore, the contribution of this conceptual article is to add a governance dimension to these indicators, and in doing so, provide a discussion to the existing literature with a "quadruple bottom line" of sustainable event indicators. In addressing the above aim, two objectives frame this article: First, the article explores the challenges and opportunities associated with event governance, which will in turn form the basis of the indicators framework. Second, the article presents a framework of indicators that can be used to evaluate event governance. The contribution of the indicators framework is to improve event governance. To date, little to no attention has been paid to governance in the context of events (Yaghmour, 2008) . Even less attention has been given to developing indicators or standards of auditing that can help inform the design and development of event governance arrangements and can help to monitor shifts over time (Bovaird & Löffler, 2003) .
Events, Governance, and Steering
Over the last three decades, globalization and neoliberal forms of public management have brought significant change in governments' roles and responsibilities (e.g., Gibson-Graham, 2006; Hirst, 2000; Marsh, 2002; Pierre, 2000; Rhodes, 1997) . Commentators observe that globalization, as a driver of economic development and consumer-driven growth, has brought with it political and social benefits for governments and corporate interests in Western liberal democratic countries (i.e., increased living standards and disposable income translate into happy voters that reinforce the status quo). As a result, corporate power has continued to strengthen; the private sector has become increasingly intertwined with government and in some sectors has increasingly captured government's policy-making functions (Klijn & Skelcher, 2007; Sørensen & Torfing, 2005) . Giddens (1998) observes that civil society has become increasingly marginalized and disenfranchised with government and that communities corporations and private companies (created by governments to bid for and stage events), which increasingly blur lines between public and private interests and serve to distance government from direct responsibility for negative impacts and failures (Dredge & Whitford, 2011; Stokes & Jago, 2007) . Despite these criticisms, governments continue to promote the benefits of events, and in the process often become embroiled in highly politicized battles. The governance arrangements (or lack thereof) associated with an event can be a key source of these conflicts, yet to date there has been little critical attention on such issues.
For the purpose of this article, governance is the act of governing: it refers to the structures and processes through which policy actors interact with each other to pursue individual and mutual interests, and the level and type of steering that governments undertake within these arrangements. The term "governance" captures the idea that governing is increasingly shaped by networks of public and private actors and that power and authority are shared (Dredge & Pforr, 2008; Ladeur, 2004; Marsh, 2002) . Some argue that it opens up the opportunity for more democratic and accessible forms of policy making (Agere, 2000; Good Governance Advisory Group, 2004) . Others note that issues are identified, priorities are assigned, and decisions are made in a range of formal and informal spaces that extend well beyond traditional government structures and processes. As a result of individuals and groups seeking to lobby, discuss, and decide issues in informal settings, criticisms have been forthcoming stating that the interest-driven politics underpinning the governance processes lack transparency and accountability (D. Burns, 2000; Klijn & Skelcher, 2007) . These issues are particularly pertinent in understanding the conflicts around the planning and staging of events, where governments are often seen to dismiss local community interests in favor of perceived economic benefits to a broader public interest (Foley, McGillivray, & McPherson, 2009; Getz, 2009; Stokes, 2008) .
This article seeks to address issues associated with the governance of events by developing a set of indicators that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of event governance. There have been several attempts at identifying sustainability indicators for events, with a range of environmental, social, INDICATORS FOR MEASURING EVENT GOVERNANCE PERFORMANCE 389 as diverse and complex as they might be. It is not surprising then that indicators have growing policy relevance as a source for information gathering that can help to map change, and can be reflected upon in order to inform decision making. According to Hezri and Dovers (2006) , the utility of indicators as a policy tool whose traditional role was to fulfil the instrumental need of rationality must, in the new [governance] reality, enhance "steering," "mapping," and "weaving." "Steering" towards sustainability necessitates multiple, appropriate information flows, for wider communication of sustainability values. (p. 88) The planning and staging of events is a complex, multisectoral, multilevel, decision-making arena that transcends both public and private spheres. Events involve a multitude of actors (e.g., the host organization, community groups, and volunteers), who play diverse roles in the hosting of events (Getz, 2009; S. Reid & Arcodia, 2002; Whitford, 2005) . Events generally take place in settings that are characterized by a preexisting and highly interdependent social, economic, political, and environmental fabric (Allen, O'Toole, Harris, & McDonnell, 2001) . Depending on the nature, size, and impacts of events, they have the potential to affect policy actors at varying levels quite differently (Stokes, 2006) . Furthermore, government, nongovernment, community groups, and individuals often have varying expectations and aspirations about the event, all of which have to be carefully managed (Hede, 2007) . Public officials involved in event planning and management confront significant challenges. Not only are they operating in a complex institutional environment and influenced by a range of factors that extend well beyond serving traditional public interests, they also need to act flexibly and entrepreneurially to achieve the outcomes that will please their political masters. In this light, the need for market tools and instruments to help guide or steer the planning and staging of events to achieve desired goals becomes apparent.
To date, studies related to event governance are relatively limited and have tended to be exploratory or descriptive in nature. For instance, there is only a small collection of work exploring the roles of government, state institutions or parastatal agencies, and policy networks (e.g., see Getz & needed to engage more directly and take a greater role in making change happen (Giddens, 2000) . This movement towards greater democratic participation and community empowerment has become known as "the third way" political movement, and more recently has been given credence in the UK Cameron Labor Government's "Big Society." These trends are clearly evident in the wider tourism literature, where concerns have been consistently raised about the influence of corporate power, the priority given to private sector interests, and increasing calls for community empowerment (HigginsDesboilles, 2006; Mowforth & Munt, 2003) . Within this context, the role of government and particularly its capacity for directing and shaping change has been questioned. Governing increasingly involves deliberations among multiple actors, and power to make and implement decisions becomes less dependent upon the authority of the state (Crozier, 2008) . Some liken this shift in the role of the state from one of government "rowing" to societal steering and coordination (Crozier, 2008; McSweeney, 2006; Savas, 1993) .
Within the broader literature, governance has been explored as a theoretical construct (B. Bramwell, 2011; Hall, 2011) , as a set of structures, processes, and operational characteristics (Beaumont & Dredge, 2010; B. Bramwell & Pomfret, 2007; Eagles, Havitz, McCutcheon, Buteau-Duitschaever, & Glover, 2010) , as a set of principles (UK Department for Communities and Local Government, 2006) , and its implications on issues such as sustainability (Dinica, 2009; Duffy, 2006) , public interest, and democracy have also been explored (Dredge & Pforr, 2008; Dredge & Whitford, 2011) . Although this research yields important insights into a range of dimensions, including the issues and opportunities associated with various governance structures, power relations, and implications for sustainability, it does not focus on the role of government. Arguably, greater attention is needed on the role of government given increasing criticism that corporate power has increased and slippage in addressing public interest has occurred within these arrangements (Dredge & Jenkins, 2007) .
Within this market-dominated policy-making environment, public officials are increasingly in need of tools, techniques, and instruments that can guide the achievement of desired outcomes 390 WHITFORD, PHI, AND DREDGE However, together they provide a picture that is greater than the sum of individual indicators illuminating the complexity and (in)effectiveness of governance structures and processes and the roles and actions of stakeholders. Drawing from the wider body of literature, attempts to review governance indicators by Arndt and Oman (2006) , A. Williams and Siddique (2008) , and United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 2007) identify an explosion in the production of indicators. For example, a recent count identified 400 separate governance indicators (Arndt & Oman, 2008 , cited in G. Williams, 2011 , which is not surprising given the diverse settings and problems to which they have been applied.
The plethora of governance indicators that currently exist are being developed and used by a wide range of policy actors from local to global levels (e.g., government and nongovernment organizations, academic institutions, media, foreign investors). Perhaps the three most well-known initiatives to measure governance are those from the public governance literature, developed by the World Bank, the United Nations University, and the OECD (Maurseth, 2008) . A key driver for the development of these indicators has been to measure the effectiveness of relationships and exchanges between international investment organizations (e.g., the World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, etc.), developing countries, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) as the service delivery agencies for aid programs. Yet governance indicators such as these are not always meaningful to the event policy community.
As with any set of indicators, there needs to be a clear purpose for which they are designed and developed. The purpose of developing a set of indicators for event governance is to capture information about the effectiveness of relationships between event stakeholders (e.g., government agencies, nongovernment agencies, community, and the private sector); the characteristics of exchange that take place (e.g., information, resources, etc.); and to assess the capacity for shared decision making in the pursuit of mutual interests and societal goals. The indicators not only have to recognize the need for government accountability, but also the need to protect information that is commercial-in-confidence. Hezri and Dovers (2006) also point out the potential Pugh & Wood, 2004; Thomas & Wood, 2004; Weed, 2003 Weed, , 2006 Whitford, 2004a Whitford, , 2004b . Studies examining policy and public sector involvement in events include Ali- Knight and Robertson (2004) , Whitford (2005) , and Stokes and Jago (2007) . Other research examines the politics of place marketing and/or event policy and regional development Foley et al., 2009; Gotham, 2002; O'Sullivan & Jackson, 2002; G. Reid, 2006; Whitford, 2009 ). These studies highlight a range of issues in event governance and support the earlier observation that the challenge of steering towards mutual benefits for both public and private interests lies in effective governance around the bidding for and staging of events. However, there are limited insights into what are the parameters of effective governance and how it can be measured (Getz, 2008) .
General Directions for Evaluating Governance
Indicators are parameters or values that provide information about or describe a phenomenon and which have some significance, or illuminate issues, beyond the value or indicator itself (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD] Environment Directorate, 2004) . Over the last 20 years there has been massive growth in the design and development of indicators, with extensive attention on environmental and sustainability indicators. In the area of governance, the need for indicators has emerged as a result of the increasing importance and influence of nonstate actors in policy and decision making (Hezri & Dovers, 2006) . Indicators not only provide information that can inform decision making, but over time they can highlight shifts taking place in the way government and nongovernment actors are engaging, collaborating, and changing practices, and ultimately, the shift from government to governance. Similarly, Francois (2009) observes that indicators have a threefold role: to inform, to alert, and to enable guidance and action.
Governance indicators can cover a wide range of dimensions relating to the way stakeholders interact, the role of government and nongovernment actors, the nature of collaboration and information sharing, and so on (G. Williams, 2011) . Independently, an indicator can provide a small piece of information. Sherwood, 2007) . As a result, Sherwood (2007) found that the sociocultural impacts of events were receiving more attention. Interestingly however, the broader sustainable development literature was already moving from a triple to a quadruple bottom line, with governance often proposed as the additional fourth dimension (see, e.g., Suggett & Goodsir, 2002; Teriman, Yigitcanlar, & Mayere, 2009) . Given the importance of coordination in governments' attempt to steer society towards sustainability goals, there still needs to be more nuanced understandings of the effectiveness and changes in stakeholder roles and relationships and the nature of exchange that takes place.
Selecting Indicators
The framework for event governance indicators developed in this article provides a pathway to identify and design measures that can be used to generate information about event governance. At the outset, it is important to consider the intended use of the indicator itself and its overall position and complementarities within the entire set of indicators. It is also important to recognize that there is a range of factors that needs to be taken into account including the heterogeneous nature of stakeholders and event agencies, and the various levels of expertise, resources, and capacities available to undertake data collection and assessment. For instance, a comprehensive and detailed set of indicators might be theoretically sound, but impractical because of the capacity of users to collect data, the availability of data, and so on. For this reason, the indicators chosen must reflect a balance between being comprehensive, targeted, and practical. Table 1 identifies a range of principles identified from the literature that guides the selection of indicators.
Data Collection
A range of factors often shapes what data are useful and relatively easy and cost effective to obtain. Issues such as time coverage, sampling, the nature of questions, and collection methods (e.g., interview, surveys, and/or observations) must be taken into account during the data collection process. Data should be collected at various stages (i.e., planning, implementation, and evaluation) and, to ensure data misuse and misapplication of indicators, highlighting that they can often be used for propaganda purposes and can distract from the implementation of more coherent evaluations.
Event Governance Indicators
There have been very few attempts to evaluate governance in the event context despite the growing number of studies examining governance problems as discussed previously. A review of literature found only two recent studies involved indicators relevant to event governance. First, an exploratory study by Harris (2005) sought to identify mechanisms event organizers use to assess their efforts in engaging local communities in public events. The indicators Harris (2005) identified were: (1) community input and feedback facilitation through public meetings; (2) community wide surveys; and (3) informal talkback radio stations. Second, Griffin (2009) took into account certain aspects of governance when he developed indicators for sustainable event management. In particular, such indicators included: (1) the measurement of the level of communication between the event enterprise with local community and local businesses; (2) resident awareness and attitude regarding the event; and (3) the effectiveness of administrative goals, policy, and regulations.
There is little doubt that the paucity of event governance indicators reflects the lack of research undertaken to date on event governance. For too long, the evaluation of events has been limited to assessing (positive) economic benefits despite that the methodologies adopted in such research are increasingly questioned (Dwyer, Forsyth, & Spurr, 2005) . Since the 1980s however, there has been increased interest in sustainability, and consequently, increasing calls for a broader approach to evaluating events (see, e.g., R. Bramwell, 1997; J. P. A. Burns & Mules, 1986; Faulkner, 1993; Fredline, Raybould, Jago, & Deery, 2005; Getz, 2000; Ritchie, 1984) . R. Bramwell (1997) stated, for instance, that "events should be assessed from the outset in relation to the concept of sustainable development, with key indicators of sustainability being identified and then monitored over a long period" (p. 18). The increasing dominance of this view encouraged the development of the triple bottom line approach to event evaluation (Fredline et openly sharing information, ensuring that information is directly accessible to those who will be affected by decisions and their enforcement. Transparency means that decision making and implementation are done in a manner that follows rules and regulations. It also means that adequate information is provided in easily understandable forms and media (Parigi, Geeta, & Kailasam, 2004) .
The indicators developed for the transparency dimension (Table 2 ) reflect the need for transparency at various stages of the policy cycle (see Bridgman & Davis, 2000) . For instance, as a result of increasing delegation of authority to supposedly "independent" event agencies (i.e., state government event corporations) that are at arms' length to government, a lack of transparency often prevails throughout the event bidding and planning process. Therefore, transparency indicators not only identify if actors are aware of bidding processes but also resource allocation processes and procedures. Commercial-in-confidence agreements between governments and event organizers and secrecy around the extent to which public resources are used to bid for, secure, and stage an event can also compound the lack of transparency (Getz, 2009) .
The competition to host events may give rise to a situation wherein an event agency will proceed with the project first and attempt to justify it later (Green, Costa, & Fitzgerald, 2003) . As a result, justifications for staging the event may involve glorifying the expected benefits while suppressing potential negative impacts of events (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006) . Thus, transparency indicators incorporate measuring transparency of process, commitment demonstrated by the state, and in the availability of data for public scrutiny. depict different perspectives, should be collected from a range of policy actors in the formal, soft, and corporate sectors (Siddiqi et al., 2009) . It is important to remember indicators are only a proxy of performance; they are not comprehensive nor are they a total measure of change. Moreover, a lack of available information and high resource costs (e.g., surveys and interviews) may limit the range and robustness of suitable indicators (Griffin, 2009 ).
Dimensions of Event Governance
The dimensions of governance have been widely explored in the policy and public management literature (Agere, 2000; Pierre, 2000; Rhodes, 1997; Savas, 1993; White, 2001; Xavier & Alfred, 2008) . Although this literature remains divided in terms of whether governance leads to "better" outcomes, a broad consensus appears to have emerged in terms of the dimensions by which governance can be deconstructed and better understood. Within the tourism and events literature, and drawing from this broader body of work, six core dimensions of governance are identified as: transparency, rule of law, responsiveness, equitable involvement, structures and processes, and accountability Ruhanen, Scott, Ritchie, & Tkaczynski, 2010) . These dimensions provide the foundation of values on which indicators are built, although specific measures are not defined (nor are they able to be defined in a generic context as discussed above).
Indicators of Transparency
Transparency is widely recognized as a core principle of good governance. Transparency means 
Indicators of Rule of Law
Indicators to measure rule of law in Table 3 provide information about the extent to which event policy makers demonstrate "adherence to established legal frameworks and the embracement of human rights and appropriate ethical standards" (Dredge et al., 2010, p. 13) . The rights and expectations embedded within various legal instruments to protect public interests (e.g., environment, community values, etc.) and which have been established over many years are being increasingly challenged in the event policy-making environment (Dredge & Whitford, 2011) . Any action against common rule of law represents a threat to democratic values. For instance, in the formal event policy sector, the rule of law has been challenged by the modification of various existing Acts in the legal system to facilitate the hosting of major events Hall & Rusher, 2004) . Furthermore, special event legislation tends to include clauses that give both the government and event organizers immunity from being challenged before court or administrative reviews for any activities carried out to facilitate the hosting of major events. This leads to concerns that the government and the organizers might not be held responsible for consequences of their decisions regarding the events . In essence, indicators for rule of law aim to gauge the extent to which policy actors experience and benefit from the rule of law (Vera Institute of Justice, 2008).
Indicators of Responsiveness
Responsiveness can be construed differently by different groups of policy actors, and trade-offs in the responsiveness to different policy actors are inevitable. The governance literature suggests that encouraging participation in decision-making processes, which occur in a timely and efficient manner, are important aspects of "good" governance. This is particularly important given that events usually involve a wide number of community and business policy actors, different agencies, and levels of government with varying levels of interest and capacity in decision making. For instance, the event policy cycle is characterized by critical time paths and concentrated spatial dimensions, which in turn place pressure on the various stages of the (1992, 2000) event policy cycle (Bridgman & Davis, 2000) . In the formal and/or soft event policy sector, short timeframes between winning a bid and hosting the event often influence policy makers to opt for quick solutions to realize pending deadlines, instead of adopting the more time-consuming process of identifying and addressing policy problems (Hall & Rusher, 2004) . The indicators for responsiveness (Table 4) have been designed to measure the extent to which policy-making processes take into account the needs and expectations of policy actors in a timely and efficient manner and only after thorough and diligent process has been executed.
Indicators of Equitable Involvement
The governance literature suggests that encouraging and recognizing diverse and equitable participation in decision-making processes is an important aspect of good governance (Ritchie, 2000; Smith, 2007) . Yet the corporatization of event agencies and the contracting out of the planning, management, and evaluation of events has brought about complex layering of public-private sector responsibilities and blurred lines of authority that have been heavily criticized for minimizing local community interests, reducing transparency and accountability of decision-making processes Stokes & Jago, 2007) . Therefore, indicators of equitable involvement (Table 5) have been designed to measure the extent to which policy makers have clearly articulated and implemented strategies for consultation and meaningful participation in decisionmaking processes. A clearer understanding of a community's profile and consultation and participation strategies that respect this profile will help to mitigate conflict among interest groups. Good governance means a community feels included in the event, yet the current political planning process associated with events is often criticized for marginalizing the community's role and allowing "very little input from local residents" (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006, p. 608) . In the formal event policy sector, for example, most of the time, the decision to bid for and host an event is made entirely by the government (Hall, 1989) . Similarly, in the corporate event policy sector, in terms of community consultation, Hiller (1998) noted that event organizers were "more interested in marketing the bid to local residents Decision making occurs in a timely and efficient manner responsive to the needs of policy actors. 1. Needs assessments are conducted in the planning stages as part of the event policy process.
2. Policy actors believe event policy addresses the needs of the local populations. 3. Event agencies respond to regional/local problems.
4. Percentage of policy actors who believe event agencies meet expectations of the population.
5. There are mechanisms in place to listen, address and act on public grievances and views. Processes free from exclusion and minorities empowered to participate, ensuring freedom of association and expression 1. Percentage of policy actors who are consulted during the decision-making process.
2. Ratio of participation in decision making by local community groups and local government.
3. Policies are in place for identifying issues of equity in the provision and financing of events.
4. Ratio of the allocation of public sector resources at state and local government level. (2000); Yuksel, Bramwell, & Yuksel (2005) rather than listening to what they had to say" (p. 55). Thus, public participation is often devoid of meaningful discussion of advantages and disadvantages of hosting the event. Rather, governments tend to exercise a form of placation designed to legitimize the decisions of government and developers (Allen et al., 2001 ) whereas corporations are driven by the bottom line of the budget, often at the expense of the public interest. Both sectors would do well to consider adopting a bottom-up, inclusive approach where strategies for consultation, participation, and information dissemination are clearly and freely articulated in order to promote policy actors becoming advocates, not antagonists, of the event.
Indicators of Structures
Public policy making takes place within a framework of institutions; therefore, measuring the per formance of event governance requires understanding the institutional arrangements and structures in which event policy is made (Hall & Jenkins, 1995) . Policy actors may have membership in different policy networks and their powers, roles, functions, and level of support and interaction may vary within these structures. According to Rhodes (1990 , cited in Dredge & Pforr, 2008 , policy networks can develop quasi-institutional structures and rules of conduct and become directly enmeshed in government policy making and implementation such that lines of authority and responsibility are blurred. Furthermore, the structured behavioral patterns of individuals and policy networks may impinge upon government institutions and may affect both the content and outcomes of public policy. For instance, certain structures may prove advantageous to some interests in society and not to others and so the structure of government institutions impacts upon event governance and policy consequences. Additionally, in the formal event policy sector, it is not uncommon that several agencies will assume varying responsibilities for the planning and/or staging of an event. One government agency may become the proponent for an event and another agency within the same government becomes arbiter in the processing of applications for the necessary permissions to stage the event. The indicator set for measuring structures (Table 6 ) has been designed to identify the (2005); Williamson (1979) structures in which event governance occurs in order to measure the extent to which decision making is transparent and collaborative and all policy actors, who function with varying levels of interest and capacity, have the opportunity to shape and influence decision-making processes.
Indicators of Accountability
Accountability is an important aspect of decision making as it generates trust and goodwill between governments and the public (Allen et al., 2011) . In the context of government, accountability is defined as the obligation to inform the public about all the actions and decisions, to justify them, and to be responsible for the resulting consequences (Mulgan, 2000) . In democratic systems of government there is an expectation that government acts in the public interest yet the system also promotes a discursive approach to defining what exactly those public interests are (Pal & Maxwell, 2004) . As a result, the principle of public interest has been underpinned by the notion that bureaucrats make decisions about what is in the collective public interest, but recent contributions argue that there are multiple publics and diverse public interests (Giddens, 1998; Huntington, 1991; King & Kendall, 2004) . In the event policy sector, events can be handed down (by government) to a host destination based on the presumption that the host community needs and/or wants the event. That is, the event has not been conceptualized in the public interest and too often this leads to community backlash. Therefore, indicators of accountability (Table 7) have been designed to gauge the appropriateness of government decisions and the extent to which the public interest(s) has been considered. Interestingly, accountability can only be secured by keeping decision-making processes transparent and adhering to the rule of law (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific [UNESCAP], 2014).
Discussion
The complex, fluid, globalized environments in which events operate arguably necessitate the need for effective, efficient, and, importantly, appropriate policy-making processes. We suggest "good governance" is a key to achieving these goals. Thus, the governance are still blunt. There will never be a perfect set of indicators, reflecting the subtle mix of aspects characterizing event governance systems; therefore, the best strategy is to use a variety of indicators (Bovaird & Löffler, 2003) . Moreover, the importance of the indicators can be expected to vary between contexts and over time and it is likely that different policy actors in the complex environment of events will have differing views on what they mean in practice. Nevertheless, the set of indicators to measure the performance of event governance will provide a means to assess event policymaking over time, from local to international levels to facilitate the effective operationalization of event governance (Bovaird & Löffler, 2003) .
Conclusions
The overall aim of this conceptual article was to develop a set of indicators that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of event governance arrangements. Public-private event governance will continue to grow as governments seek to facilitate economic development through private sector initiatives. We have presented an indicators framework for event governance, but argue that it should continue to evolve; indicators should be added and refined in a process of testing and iteration. This line of inquiry would assist in achieving more effective event governance, as greater attention could be paid to the nature and quality of policy actor participation in decision making about the event; by respecting current rule of law and working within these frameworks; and by demonstrating real commitment to public interest, transparency, accountability, and a responsiveness to local issues that goes beyond rhetoric.
Although we recognize that the term "good governance" is problematic in that there can be no overall set of indicators independent of context, a set of indicators appropriately negotiated at the outset of an event planning process can become a crucial tool in managing stakeholder expectations. Here, the importance of empirically testing and further refining the indicators presented in this article is emphasized. The need for further research is particularly pertinent in light of a recent special issue on indicators and certification [see Tourism Recreation Research 36(3)], which advises caution motivation behind the production of event governance indicators has been to address the need for improved methods of monitoring and evaluating event governance performance by developing a framework to guide the measurement of the operationalization of good event governance. According to the Good Governance Advisory Group (2004), "good" governance depends on the actors and groups involved in the policy community, their aspirations and values, and the decisions they make about issues, such as transparency, rule of law, equity and involvement, structures, and power and accountability. The event governance indicators framework provides a useful tool to evaluate how satisfactory event governance is and where it may be improved.
The 30 indicators in Tables 2-7 can be used to assess performance, providing information on whether, and to what degree, progress is being made in relation to event governance. Emulating the methodology of Vera Institute of Justice (2003, 2008) and paying heed to the warnings of G. Williams (2011) , the indicators have been fleshed out to measure event governance dimensions from a range and variety of quantitative and qualitative data sources and perspectives. This is particularly pertinent to the complex space of an event, which often involves a large number of policy actors with diverse perceptions and expectations .
Although the indicators have been kept simple in order to facilitate practical application for decision makers (Morrissey, O'Regan, & Moles, 2006) , they have met a certain number of quality criteria including relevance and usefulness for users; robustness, reliability, and precision; quality and availability of the data; comparability; legibility; and transparency. The range and robustness of the indicators may be limited by a lack of available information and high resource costs (e.g., data collection) (Griffin, 2009) . Therefore, although the indicators may be used to (1) assess progress toward an objective, (2) measure performance, and (3) track progress in the implementation of a program or policy (Parsons et al., 2008) , it is necessary to realize that the indicators are only a proxy of performance; they are not comprehensive nor are they a total measure of change. Furthermore, it is important to note here that the aforementioned indicators of event as indicators and associated evaluation frameworks are largely an artifact of neoliberal public management in market economies and they do not necessarily translate well to developing countries or other cultural contexts. Importantly then, future research should heed the advice of G. Williams (2011) pertaining to good practice tips for developing governance indicators and (1) acknowledge statistical uncertainty inherent in governance indicators and potential sources of bias in the types of data used; (2) include subjective indicators based on perceptions surveys and expert judgments to capture less tangible aspects of governance, and (3) be alert to the normative assumptions behind governance indicators, and actively question whether they are appropriate to the particular event context.
